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premise, they argue that such water rights were private and not 
within the jurisdiction of the court. 
That line of reasoning is fundamentally flawed because it 
relies on the wrong statute. The method of perfecting the right 
does not change the fact that the claim involves title to a water 
right. The general adjudication statute deals with all water 
rights, not just those which must be filed with the State Engineer 
to be perfected. The flaw in appellees1 reasoning is its incorrect 
premise that the appropriation statute and the general adjudication 
statute are coextensive. The argument that a water right is not 
a water right if it falls outside the filing requirement of the 
appropriation statute is illogical. 
POINT I 
THE CASE LAW DEVELOPMENT THAT TRANSPIRED 
DURING THE PENDENCY OF THE ADJUDICATION OF THE 
WEBER RIVER SYSTEM DID NOT REDEFINE THE JURIS-
DICTION OF THE DISTRICT COURT EMBODIED IN THE 
GENERAL ADJUDICATION STATUTE. 
The district courts of Utah have always had jurisdiction to 
adjudicate water rights in isolated springs and other percolating 
waters. This is true even though it has not always been necessary 
to file an application with the State Engineer in order to perfect 
such water rights. 
In 1903# the legislature enacted the first comprehensive water 
code in Utah. The appropriation statute set up a permit system as 
the exclusive method for acquiring a new water right by filing an 
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application to appropriate with the State Engineer. The waters 
subject to regulation according to the appropriation statute in-
cluded "the waters of all streams and other sources in this State, 
whether flowing above ground or underground, in known or defined 
channels."1 In a number of early decisions, the Utah Supreme Court 
announced that the right to the use of underground or percolating 
waters was not controlled by the appropriation statute. The early 
decisions do not hold that percolating water is private and beyond 
the jurisdiction of the courts to adjudicate.2 
From 1921 in Home v. Utah Oil Refining Co.3 to 1949 in Rior-
din v. Westwood4 there was a continual narrowing of the definition 
given to "percolating waters." This occurred because of the need 
to provide an orderly method for the State Engineer to administer 
the public waters of this state. Id. at 932. The question pre-
1
 1903 Laws of Utah, ch. 100, § 43. 
2
 In Riordin v. Westwood, 115 Utah 215, 203 P.2d 922, 932 
(1949), the Court explained that even underground or percolating 
water, in the strict legal sense, has always been the property of 
the state. 
"They were public waters in regard to which the statute 
had not given the state engineer administrative jurisdic-
tion and had not required an application to appropriate, 
and hence those private owners through whose land the 
waters percolated could obtain diligence rights in such 
water without application the same as diligence rights 
could be obtained in surface waters before the enactment 
of Chapter 100, Laws of Utah 1903." 
3
 59 Utah 279, 202 P. 815 (1921) 
4
 115 Utah 215, 203 P.2d 922 (1949). 
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sented in those cases was whether the claimant to percolating 
waters had to comply with the statutory procedure of filing an 
application to appropriate in order to establish such a right. If 
the water was diverted from a source that fell within the 
definition of underground percolating water, an application and the 
approval of the State Engineer was not required.5 The right to use 
those waters could be established simply by diverting the water and 
applying it to beneficial use. There was no pronouncement in those 
cases relative to a change in jurisdiction of the Utah courts. The 
argument that the District Court of Weber County lacked jurisdic-
tion to adjudicate the claims of John Andrus in the springs because 
a right to this type of source was not considered to be governed 
by the appropriate statute is misplaced. 
In Home v. Utah Oil Refining Co. 59 Utah 279, 202 P. 815 
(1921) , the Court held that each appropriator of water from an 
artesian basin is entitled to a quantity in proportion to the 
surface area of land owned "provided he beneficially used the 
water." In Deseret Live Stock Co, v. Hooppiania. 66 Utah 25, 239 
P. 479 (1925) , the right to the use of waters emanating from 
springs situated upon private lands ("percolating waters") had been 
5
 Utah Code Ann. §§ 73-3-1 to -29. Under a strict reading 
of the appropriation statute, percolating waters were deemed to be 
private waters only in the sense that approval of the State Engi-
neer was not required to appropriate those waters. It is important 
to note, however, in all other aspects the use of the water was and 
still is a public use. Caldwell v. United States District Court. 
64 Utah 490, 231 P. 434, 439 (1924); Eden Irr. Co. v. District 
Court, 61 Utah 103, 211 P. 957, 961 (1922). 
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forfeited through non-use. In the two companion cases of Wrathall 
v. Johnson, 86 Utah 50, 40 P.2d 755, 779 (1935) and Justesen v. 
Olsen. 86 Utah 158, 40 P.2d 802, 806 (1935), the Court held that 
competing uses for water from an artesian basin are governed by the 
appropriation statute. In all of these cases, the Court had sub-
ject matter jurisdiction. 
Kamas Hills1 theory leads to an illogical result. It would 
essentially mean that anyone owning land upon which a spring is 
located would have a right superior to all others in the system. 
Furthermore, that person would not have to prove his claim. 
Whether the water had been put to beneficial use would not matter.6 
The extent of beneficial use or waste would not matter.7 Priority 
of the right would not matter. Downstream uses that were deemed 
to further a greater public need would be irrelevant. There is not 
a single phrase in the general adjudication statute of 1919 or the 
Weber River Decree that suggests that the courts lacked subject 
matter jurisdiction to adjudicate all claims to the use of water 
from a river system. 
Ownership of the land without placing the water to 
beneficial use will not create a water right. Utah has never 
recognized the common law doctrine of riparian rights. J.N.N.P. 
Co. v. State. 655 P.2d 1133, 1137 (Utah 1982). 
7
 1919 Laws of Utah, ch 67, § 3 provides: "Beneficial use 
shall be the basis, the measure, and the limit of the all rights 
to the use of water of this State." 
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POINT II 
THE LANGUAGE OF THE GENERAL ADJUDICATION 
STATUTE REMAINED UNCHANGED THROUGHOUT THE 
WEBER RIVER GENERAL ADJUDICATION. 
Kamas Hills has mistakenly8 construed a provision in the 
appropriation statute to be jurisdictional and controlling on the 
courts in a general adjudication action. The general adjudication 
statute has an altogether different purpose separate and apart from 
the appropriation statute. It, therefore, employed broad language 
that does not contain the limitation found in the appropriation 
statute. 
The statutes in effect during the Weber River general 
adjudication were enacted in 1919 Laws of Utah, ch. 67. The 
appropriation statute sets forth the waters that were subject to 
use by application with the State Engineer. It provided: 
Section 1. Ownership of water. The waters of all 
streams and other sources in this State, whether flowing 
above or under the ground, in known or defined channels, 
is hereby declared to be the property of the public, sub-
ject to all existing rights to the use thereof. 
In contrast, the pertinent provisions of general adjudication 
statute read as follows: 
Section 21. Action begun—contents. When the State 
Engineer has completed the survey of any river system or 
water source, he shall bring an action in the district 
court and shall file a written statement with the clerk 
of the district court, setting forth the fact of the 
completion of such survey. . . . 
8
 See page 14 of Kamas Hills1 brief (citing 1919 Laws of 
Utah, ch 67, § 1); and page 8 n.l of state engineer's brief. 
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Section 22. Statement as to water user—publication 
of notice—date as to survey—claims—field investiga-
tions. Upon the filing of any suit for the determination 
of water rights, the clerk of the district court shall 
notify the State Engineer that such suit has been filed. 
Whereupon the State Engineer shall, as expeditiously as 
possible, prepare and file with the court a statement 
giving the names and addresses of all the claimants to 
the use of water from the river system or water source 
involved in such action, so far as the said claimants are 
known. . . . 
Section 24. Time for filing and contents of state-
ment. Each person, corporation or association claiming 
a right to use any water of said river system or water 
source shall, within sixty days after the service of such 
notice mentioned in the preceding section, file in the 
office of the clerk of the district court, a statement 
in writing which shall be signed and verified by the oath 
of the claimant, and shall include [detailed information] 
and such other facts as will clearly define the extent 
and nature of the appropriation claimed. . . . 
Section 29. Effect of statement—failure to make 
operates as a bar—proviso as to actual notice. The 
filing of each statement by a claimant shall be consid-
ered notice to all persons, corporations and associations 
of the claim of the party making the same, and any per-
son, corporation or association failing to make and 
deliver such statement of claim to the clerk of the court 
within the time prescribed by law shall be forever barred 
and estopped from subsequently asserting any rights and 
shall be held to have forfeited all rights to the use of 
said water theretofore claimed by him. . . . 
Section 33. Judgment on proposed determination. 
If no contest on the part of any claimant or claimants 
shall have been filed, the court shall render a judgment 
in accordance with such proposed determination which 
shall determine and establish the rights of the several 
claimants to the of the water of said river system of 
water source. 
(Emphasis added.) 
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Kamas Hills claims that "significant11 changes in the laws of 
appropriation and adjudication took place between 1933 and 1935. 
Closer examination of the evolution of the law at the time demon-
strates that, although the law was clarified, it was not changed. 
Moreover, the appropriation statute was amended by the legislature 
in 1935, but the general adjudication statute was not. 
Following the decisions in Wrathall and Justesen in 1935, the 
appropriation statute was amended. Section 1 of the statute was 
revised to read: "All waters in this state, whether above or under 
the ground are hereby declared to be the property of the public, 
subject to all existing rights to the use thereof." 1935 Laws of 
Utah, ch. 105, § 1. So, in 1935, the legislature confirmed the 
holdings of Wrathall and Justesen. The amendment was made to 
clarify the act, and was not a substantive change. It merely con-
firmed what had always been the law of the state. "The legislature 
did not by declaration, make public what were previously non-
public waters. It simply extended to all public waters the 
necessity of application to the state engineer in order to 
appropriate, and made such appropriation subject to all existing 
rights." Riordin v. Westwood. 115 Utah 215, 203 P.2d 922, 932 
(1949) . 
The general adjudication statute was not revised in 1935. The 
language used in the general adjudication statute before the com-
mencement of the Weber River adjudication to its completion in 1937 
remained unchanged. Had the legislature thought that the Wrathall 
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and Justesen decisions expanded the jurisdiction of the courts to 
include appropriators from underground and percolating water 
sources, at the very least one would have expected the legislature 
to have changed the general adjudication statute at the same time 
that amendments were made to the appropriation statute. But this 
was not done. It was not necessary. Subject matter jurisdiction 
was already complete. 
Kamas Hills and the State Engineer are seeking a rule of con-
struction that would superimpose the appropriation statute on the 
general adjudication statute. Doing so would confine the general 
adjudication to "water rights in sources flowing above ground or 
underground, in known or defined channels.11 This theory of statu-
tory construction has been tested in the courts of only one arid 
western state. In El Paso & R. I. R. Co. v. District Court. 36 
N.M. 94, 8 P.2d 1064, 1067-68 (1932), water users claiming rights 
in an artesian basin claimed that the court lacked subject matter 
jurisdiction under New Mexico's general adjudication statute to 
settle their claims vis-a-vis those of surface water users. 
New Mexico's appropriation statute and general adjudication 
statute were, at that time, very similar to Utah's. The New Mexico 
appropriation statute declared that public waters included only 
natural waters flowing in streams and water courses. Id. at 1068. 
Like Utah, New Mexico's law did not require an application to 
appropriate to establish a right to use water from an underground 
source. These waters were deemed private. Also like Utah, the New 
-9-
Mexico general adjudication statute was more comprehensive than its 
appropriation statute. It provided for adjudication of a wstream 
system." Id. at 1067. 
The claimants who diverted water directly from a tributary 
underground basin argued that the district court fs jurisdiction did 
not extend to private waters. The rationale urged by those claim-
ants was that the general adjudication statute could be no broader 
than the regulatory and administrative features of the appropri-
ation statute. Id. The court had no trouble rejecting that 
theory. 
The analysis and holding of the court reads as follows: 
The language of the [general adjudication statute] 
does not so limit the rights to be adjudicated. Section 
151-120 employs the phrase, "the determination of all 
rights to the use of the waters of such system". . . . 
Only by construction can we hold with respondents that 
the statute contemplates adjudication of some rights and 
not others. 
Moreover, so to hold would greatly limit the bene-
ficial purposes of the statute, strictly construe a 
highly remedial act, and weaken the efficiency of the 
system of state control of such waters devised by the 
Legislature in the performance of its function of 
declaring public policy. 
A comprehensive adjudication of water rights is 
highly important in those states which recognize the 
principles of prior appropriation and of forfeiture for 
nonuse. While water rights rested in parol, they had no 
certainty and little value. 
Id. at 1067. 
The reasoning of the New Mexico court is directly on point to 
the case at hand. Based on the plain directive given by Utah's 
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general adjudication statute, the Court should not give the con-
trary construction urged by appellees* The law at the time of 
commencement of the Weber River general adjudication action 
provided the necessary subject matter jurisdiction for a complete 
determination of all existing claims to a river system. 
POINT IXI 
THE WEBER RIVER DECREE IS RES JUDICATA AS TO 
CLAIMS THAT EITHER SHOULD HAVE BEEN OR COULD 
HAVE BEEN ASSERTED BY NAMED PARTIES TO THE 
ACTION. 
There are two separate legal doctrines at play in this case 
that bar Kamas Hills from asserting a claim over fifty years after 
its predecessor had his day in court. The first claim preclusion 
doctrine is legislative and embodied in the general adjudication 
statute, as now codified at Utah Code Ann. § 73-4-9. The second 
is res judicata. Under the common law doctrine of res judicata. 
once John Andrus9 availed himself of the jurisdiction of the 
District Court of Weber County, seeking protection of his water 
rights, he was duty bound to assert any claim that either should 
The brief of Kamas Hills states that it is pure specu-
lation to assume that the J. I. Andrus who was a party to the 
Decree is the same person who filed the diligence claims at issue. 
Kamas Hills did not dispute the identity of Andrus at trial. See 
PRWUA's "Statement of Fact" in support of it Cross Motion for 
Summary Judgment (R. 129, 130) and Kamas Hills' Memorandum in 
Opposition which did not dispute this fact (R.224); See also State 
Engineer's memorandum decision approving Kamas Hills' change appli-
cation (Ex. 8) . 
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have been or could have been asserted. The types of claims that 
should have or could have been raised can be ascertained by 
referring to the policy of a general adjudication and how that 
policy was implemented in this instance. 
A. Prior Decisions of the Utah Supreme Court Interpret-
ing the Policy of a General Adjudication As It 
Applied to the Weber River System States that All 
Claims Are to Be Asserted. 
The first challenge to the Weber River general adjudication 
was filed in the same year the proceedings were commenced. In Eden 
Irr. Co. v. District Court. 61 Utah 103, 211 P. 957 (1922), the 
authority of the district court to proceed with the adjudication 
was challenged as being an unconstitutional interference with 
vested water rights. The Utah Supreme Court upheld the statute by 
pointing out that no one acquires absolute ownership of water and 
that the state has a vital interest in supervising the beneficial 
use of water to prevent waste. Id. at 961. 
In 1927, the Utah Supreme Court held that a separate action 
could proceed in the District Court of Morgan County covering water 
rights on certain "springs" that were a part of the Weber River 
system, because the District Court of Weber County did not have 
jurisdiction to award the money damages sought by one of the 
parties. Smith v. District Court. 69 Utah 493, 256 P. 539 (1927). 
1Q
 Noble v. Noble. 761 P.2d 1369, 1374 n.5 (Utah 1988); 
Copper State Thrift and Loan v. Bruno. 735 P.2d 387, 389 (Utah App. 
1987) . 
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The Court reaffirmed, however, the comprehensive nature of the 
general adjudication action. Id. at 540-41. 
In Huntsville Irr. Ass'n v. District Court. 72 Utah 431, 270 
P. 1090 (1928), certain water users sought to enjoin further pro-
ceedings on the grounds that the District Court of Weber County 
lacked jurisdiction. In its ruling the Court essentially affirmed 
what had been said in the prior decision regarding the jurisdiction 
issue: 
[I]t is difficult to avoid the conclusion that it was 
contemplated by the Legislature that by this form of 
action the rights of all claimants, whether conflicting 
or otherwise, could and should be adjudicated and deter-
mined so that the same might be made a matter of public 
record available at all times as evidence of such rights. 
The statute certainly contemplates that the indi-
vidual rights of each claimant shall be ascertained and 
adjudicated. It seems to be incapable of any other 
construction. It would be impossible to determine and 
adjudicate the rights of each individual claimant without 
determining and adjudicating conflicting claims and 
disputes existing among themselves. . . . As we interpret 
that provision, if one claim conflicts with another, 
there is an issue to be determined. 
Id. at 1094. 
Kamas Hills and the State Engineer cannot seriously contend 
that there existed doubt regarding the types of claims that should 
or could have been adjudicated. After all, it is undisputed that 
rights to the use of isolated springs all across the Kamas Bench 
were brought into question and adjudicated as a part of the action. 
(R. 512, pp. 64-65, 81, 83, 85; Ex 4.) While John Andrus1 neigh-
bors were asserting their claims, Kamas Hills would have us believe 
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that John Andrus had no duty to assert his. The most plausible 
explanation for John Andrus1 failure to receive a water right with 
a point of diversion from the Kamas Springs is that no such right 
existed. 
B. The Plain Language of the Decree Was Notice to All 
Claimants that A U Future Qlfripis Woylfl Pe gfrrrefl-
A brief review the chronology of events from the commencement 
of the case in 1921 to entry of a final decree in 1937 illustrates 
the efforts involved to finally determine all the competing uses.11 
These events also illustrate that parties were given plenty of 
notice and every opportunity to fully and fairly litigate their 
claims. These events are indicative of a process that was intended 
to accomplish much more than just an assessment of claims having 
a point of diversion directly on the river or surface tributary. 
The action was commenced on January 18, 1921. On August 23, 
1923, the State Engineer filed with the district court the names 
of all claimants to the use of water from the river system involved 
"so far as the claimants were known by him." Thereafter, notice 
of the need to file claims with the State Engineer was published 
in several newspapers of general circulation in the counties most 
likely to give notice to all claimants. According to the Decree, 
the notice described and named the river system involved as the 
Weber River System. On October 15, 1921, the State Engineer 
This chronology is a summary taken directly from the 
Findings of Fact of the Weber River Decree. (Ex. 30). 
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started a survey of the system. A summons was served on each known 
claimant giving notice that each such claimant had 60 days to file 
with the clerk of the court a statement setting forth the claim. 
Notice to the unknown claimants was accomplished by publication for 
five successive weeks in the newspaper. 
The Decree recites that all claimants were required to present 
in writing "all of the particulars relating to the appropriation 
of the water of said Weber River System to which said claimant laid 
claim." The State Engineer then investigated the facts set forth 
on the submitted claims with reference to the survey of irrigated 
acreage which he had already completed. After consideration of all 
written claims and the survey of his office, a proposed determina-
tion was published on August 1, 1924. A copy of the proposed 
determination (which included claims to seeps, sloughs and springs) 
was mailed to every claimant "with notice that any claimant of the 
right to use the water of said system dissatisfied with such 
determination might within ninety days filed with the clerk of the 
District Court in and for Weber County written objection thereto. 
The water was distributed for the next six years according to the 
rights set out in the proposed determination. 
On May 28, 1931, the district court held a hearing on objec-
tions to the proposed determination. Several revisions to the 
proposed determination were proposed by the committees representing 
the water users. The district court accepted those revisions and 
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directed that the water be distributed for an additional two year 
trial period. 
On May 22, 1933, and after the two year trial period, a 
petition was submitted to the district court by the State Engineer 
recommending further modifications to the proposed determination. 
On August 4, 1933, the district court ordered that the petition be 
recognized as another amendment to the rights covered by the adju-
dication and ordered that the waters of the system be distributed 
accordingly for yet another two irrigation seasons. 
On June 24, 1935, the State Engineer petitioned the district 
court for further modifications to the proposed determination. The 
revisions were accepted and another trial period was ordered. On 
April 4, 1936, the district court held a hearing on the proposed 
final judgment and decree. At that hearing, counsel representing 
all respective claimants stipulated that the final judgment and 
decree could finally be entered on the terms as set forth. 
In sum, the facts leading up to the entry of a final decree 
involved sixteen years of study, three revisions to the proposed 
determination, four water delivery trial periods, and plenty of 
opportunity to object to the determination. The process clearly 
illustrates that the parties to the action were given every oppor-
tunity to fully and fairly litigate their claims. John Andrus was 
awarded no right to the Kamas Hills Springs. To award him one now 
would violate the sanctity of the Decree and deny the successors 
of all the other water users then involved in the action the 
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opportunity to challenge his claims. Not one word is found within 
the four corners of the Decree that suggests anything less than a 
full and complete adjudication that would be res judicata. 
C. The State Engineer Did Not Exclude Water Rights in 
Springs as Part of the Comprehensive Adjudication 
Process. 
The State Engineerfs argument that the proposed determination 
includes a disclaimer is without merit.12 Reference is made by the 
State Engineer to page 263 of the proposed determination which 
provides: 
Certain lands have enjoyed some benefits from the 
application of water thereto by other than diversion from 
natural channels or sources, such for instance, as 
natural swamps or meadow lands watered from over flow, 
seepage water, etc. 
The statutes appear not to point the way suffi-
ciently to enable the State Engineer certainty to deter-
mine water rights with respect to these claims of lands. 
No determination, therefore, is made with respect to 
them. The tabulation separately shown hereafter shows 
facts as to these lands and water uses, such as dates of 
priority, point of collection, general location and such 
other dates as may enable the court to determine the 
status of these uses. 
This reference is nothing more than an affirmation that Utah 
does not recognized the riparian water rights doctrine. In Utah, 
one cannot establish a right to the use of water merely because it 
exists on or flows past a landowner's property. Under Utah's 
appropriation statute, water rights may be acquired only by appro-
In spite of the alleged disclaimer, the State Engineer 
has not, and could not, argue that a similar proviso was adopted 
by the district court and incorporated into the Decree. 
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priation and by an actual diversion of waters from the natural 
channel or water source. Without physically diverting the water 
from the source, no right is established. In re Bear River 
Drainage Area. 2 Utah 2d 208, 271 P.2d 846, 851 (1954); Bountiful 
v. De Luca, 77 Utah 107, 292 P. 194, 199 (1930). 
In any event, this quote demonstrates not a disclaimer, but 
rather an effort by the State Engineer to even include seepage 
water in the adjudicative process. The matter of seepage waters 
was turned over to the court by the State Engineer for its deter-
mination. The text of the Decree incorporated the isolated seepage 
waters and dozens of isolated springs. (Attached hereto as Exhibit 
"A" are pages 73 to 76 of the Decree which list the seepage 
awards.) 
To verify that indeed the Decree contemplated settling rights 
to the use of springs and other isolated water sources, PRWUA 
offered testimony at trial from an eyewitness who personally 
visited dozens of the water right sources described in the Decree. 
Mr. Richard Poulson, an expert in hydrology, reviewed the Decree 
and conducted a field survey of a sample from the many springs 
adjudicated. The springs he chose to visit were located in the 
same general vicinity as the Kamas springs. He personally visited 
approximately 17 of these springs and seeps and verified that the 
flow of water from those sources seeped into the ground before 
reaching the river. He testified that the adjudicated springs were 
similar in character to the Kamas Springs. (R. 512 pp. 64-64; Ex 
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4; Ex 10. Trial Exhibits 11 to 22 are color photographs of a 
sample of the isolated water sources adjudicated.) 
The State Engineer was directed by the District Court of Weber 
County and by statute to conduct a survey of the Weber River System 
for the purpose of evaluating and tabulating all existing claims 
to the use of water from that system. The area was canvassed, yet 
no map and no irrigated acreage was shown in the vicinity of the 
Kamas Hills springs. (R. 512 pp. 191-94). The proposed 
determination issued by the State Engineer on August 1, 1924 was 
revised several times prior to the entry of the final decree. 
Although numerous isolated springs were adjudicated, no right to 
the Kamas Hills springs was confirmed. John Andrus had every 
conceivable opportunity to assert his claim. Either he did and it 
was denied, or he chose not to. In either case, it is a claim that 
could have or should have been asserted under the principals of res 
judicata. 
POINT IV 
KAMAS HILLS HAS NOT CHALLENGED THE TRIAL 
COURT'S RULING THAT THE DECREE WAS UNAMBIGU-
OUS, AND CANNOT NOW RELY ON MATTERS EXTRANEOUS 
TO THE DECREE. 
The trial court's decision that the Decree is unambiguous has 
not been challenged, but nevertheless this finding has been 
ignored. (R. 419-20). As they did at trial, Kamas Hills and the 
State Engineer rely mainly on extraneous inadmissible matters to 
influence the Court's decision. They both refer to other diligence 
-19-
claims that have been filed as if the filing of other claims has 
a bearing on the scope of the jurisdictional powers of the court 
under the general adjudication statute. They describe these 
"claims" as if they are vested "rights" that have already been 
adjudged to be valid and warn the Court that this case will impair 
those "rights." Those statements of claims are not at issue here. 
There is no information on the specific nature of those claims in 
the record. These unrelated claims are not water rights. They 
are only claims. Until a controversy arises between those claim-
ants and another competing water user, the validity of those claims 
will remain unresolved.13 
Appellees cite as support for their theory the testimony of 
Mr. Skeen—an attorney who took the stand and over repeated 
objections advised the trial court of his opinion on the meaning 
of the Decree.14 They also rely on the testimony of two employees 
in the office of the State Engineer for their legal opinion of the 
meaning of the Decree. Finally, the motives of PRWUA and the 
United States are brought into question. The claim is made that 
13
 The trial court refused to allow Kamas Hills1 evidence 
of other diligence claims to influence its decision in this case. 
(R. 512, pp. 197-201.) 
14
 Mr. Skeen is a practicing attorney called by Kamas Hills 
to testify about matters that all took place subsequent to the 
entry of the Weber River Decree. He was not personally involved 
in any way with the legal proceedings or the activities of the 
state engineer leading up to the entry of the Weber River Decree. 
He did not assist in the drafting of pleadings nor did he ever 
appear before the district court of Weber County. (R. 512 pp. 175-
76) . 
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the amount of water involved is insignificant and that we seek by 
this action to invalidate other claims. 
There is nothing sinister about PRWUAfs intentions in bringing 
this action in furtherance of its responsibilities to protect and 
preserve its water supply for use by, among others, the residents 
of Salt Lake and Utah Counties. As awardees under the Decree, we 
are vitally interested in the impact of Kamas Hills' diversion and 
use of water that does not belong to it. Kamas Hills intends to 
divert and use 114 acre feet of water each year in perpetuity. 
This water would otherwise remain in the river system to satisfy 
Decreed rights, including those of PRWUA. 
CONCLUSION 
The Weber River Decree is not ambiguous. The general adju-
dication statute is not ambiguous. Both contain plain language 
that is in harmony with the legislative policy of general adju-
dications. That language should be applied. That failing, Kamas 
Hills' claims should be denied nonetheless under the principle of 
res judicata. /; 
DATED this Jg_2 day of July, 1992. 
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BY /r'fi/M^/ (/l/ti^m5^< 
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EXHIBIT A 
TABULATION OF WATER RIGHTS 
SUBDIVISION BEAVER CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES 
'criod of Use 
. 1 to Nov . 30 
1 to Dec. 31 
.15 to Nov . 15 
IRtf. N o v . 15 
to Apr. 15 | 
to Dec. 31 j 
1 to Oct. 31 | 
to Dec. 31 | 
"to" l ice . 31 
to Doc. 31 j 
Purpose of 
Use Used to Irrigate Land In 
Acres 
Irrigated 
I Irr igat ion | Sees . 33 . 34, T . 1 S., It. 0 E. I 106.70 
Domest ic | 1 
Irr igat ion 
Irr iga t ion 
Dom. Munic . I 
F i sh H a t c h - 1 
e r y , a n d 1 
Cul. 1 
Irr iga t ion | 
Domes t i c I 
F i s h | 
H a t c h e r y | 
P o w e r j 
Sees . 1 to 30, T . 6 S., It. 2 E . ; 
Sees . 6 to 8, 10 to 22, 27 to 30. 
T . 5 S., R. 2 E . ; Sees . I to 30, 
T . 5 S., R. 1 E . ; Sees . 2 to 23, 
27 to 35, T. 2 S., R. 1 E . ; Sees . 
1, 2 , 8, 9 to 18, 21 to 36, T. 6 S., 
R. 1 W.; Sees . 1 to 6, 11, 12, 18, 
24, 25, 30, T. 2 S., R. 2 W.; Sec . 
1 to 36, T. 2 S., R. 1 W.; Sec. 19, 
30, 3 1 , 32, T . 4 S., R. 2 E . ; Sec . 
27 to 33, T. 8 S., R. 1 E . ; Sees . 
9, 10, 15, 10, 21 to 30, T. 1 S., 
R. 1 E . ; Sees . 1, 2 , 8, 11, 12, T . 
0 S., R. 1 W.; Sees . 1 to 17, 21 to 
20, 36, 30. T. 4 S., R. 1 W.; Sees . 
30, 83 , T. 1 S., R. 2 W. 
Sees . 1 to 36, T. 6 S., R. 2 E . ; Sees . 
19, . 30 , 31 , 32 , T . 4 S., R. 2 E . ; 
Sees . 9 to 22, 27 to 33 , T. 3 S., 
R. 1 E . ; Sees . 1, 2, 3 , 9 to 18, 
21 to 35, T. 5 S., R. 1 W.; Sees . 
30 to 30, T. 1 S., R. 2 W.; Sees . 
5 to 8, 27 to 80, T. 6 S., R. 2 E . ; 
Sees . 4 to 7, 22 to 30, T . 4 S., R. 1 
E . ; Sees . 9, 10, 15, 10, 21 , 22 , 23 , 
20 to 30, T. 1 S., R. 1 E . ; Sees . 
1 to 0, 11, 12, 13, 24 , 26, 80, T . 
2 S. , R. 2 W.; Sees . 1 to 38, T . 
6 S., R. 1 E . ; Sees . 1 to 30, T . 2 
S. , R. 1 W. ; Sees . 2 t o 2 3 , 27 to 35 , 
T . 2 S., R. 1 E. 
Used in Town of Kamas 
Used a t the Kamas Hatchery 
Sees . 8, 9, T. 2 S., R. 6 E . 223.00 
Supplementa l 
Water Allotment 
! In Second Feet 
1 Flood 
| 1.00 
| 0.133 
500.00 
500.00 
0.20 
8.00 
0.90 | 
0.10 
15.00 
80.00 
\ High 
| 0.133 
0.20 
0.10 
| Low 
I 0.133 
0.20 | 
1 
0.10 
REMARKS 
Diverted from 2 U n n a m e d S p r i n g s 
Diverted from Elder Hol low S p r i n g 
Diverted from S h i n g l e Crock ( T r i b u t a r y of B e a r e r Creek) 
Stored J a n u a r y 1 to December 81 in B a t e s Reservoir 
for use on 73,000 acres of land on sec t ions named, 
i See Right 737 for balance of Appl icat ion 9609. 
Diverted from S h i n g l e Creek ( T r i b u t a r y o f B e a v e r 
Creek) Stored J a n u a r y 1 t o December 81 In B a t e s 
Reservo ir for uso on 78,000 acres of land on sect ions 
named. See Right 738 for ba lance o f Appl icat ion 
9570. 
Diverted f rom P a g e S p r i n g j 
Diverted f rom Cedar Gulch, Le f t Hand Fork of Beaver 1 
Creek. Re turned o n See . 28 , T . 2 S., R. 0 E . 
Diverted from U n n a m e d S p r i n g Run 
Diverted from U n n a m e d S p r i n g 
Diverted f rom U n n a m e d S p r i n g , Returned on Sec . 20, 
T . 2 S., R. 8 E . 
Diverted from B e a v e r Creek. Returned to Provo River 
on Sec . 7, T . 0 3 . , R. 8 E . 
Right 
No. 
| 896 
| 897 
898 
8 f f 
900 
901 
902 
903 
904 
905 
mi 
TABULATION OF WATER RIGHTS 
SUBDIVISION SEEPAGE RIGHTS ON WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
Irrigation Sensor. 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Sensor 
Irrigation Sensor 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Scns< n 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Sensor 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigntion Season 
Irrigation Season 
irrigntion Season 
Irrigntion Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigntion Season 
Irrigntion Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Senron 
Irrigntion Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Purpose of 
Use 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
1 rrigntion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
It r igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr. Dom. S t k . 
Irr igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
Irr ignt ion 
Irr igat ion 
11 r igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
I r i i g a t i o n 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr ignt ion 
Irr igat ion 
| I r i i g a t i o n 
I Irr ignt ion 
Irr iga t ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
Irr iga t ion 
1 
1 Used to Irrigate Land in 
Sec . 21 , T. 2 N . . R . 6 E . 
Sees . 21 , 28, T. 2 N . , R . 6 E . 
See . 28, T. 2 N. , R. 5 E . 
| Sec . 28, T . 2 N . , R . 6 K. 
I Sec . 14, T. 1 S., R. B E . 
Sec . 23 , T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 20, T. 1 S., R. 5 E . 
Sec . 26, T. 1 S., R. 6 E. 
Sec . 20, T. 1 S., R. 5 E . 
Sec . 20, T. 1 S., R. 5 E . 
Sec . 2G, T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 20, T. 1 S., R. 5 E . 
| Sec . 25, T. 1 S., R. 5 E. 
Sec . 23 , T . 1 S.r R. 5 E . 
Sec . 5 . T . 2 S . . R . 0 E . 
Sec . 5, T . 2 S., R. 0 E . 
| Sec. 23 , T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 6 , T . 2 S., R.O E . 
Sees . 5, 0, 8, T. 2 S., R. 0 E . 
Sec . 0 , T . 2 S . . R . 6 E . 
Sec . 6 , T . 2 S . . R . 0 E . 
Sec . 32 , T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 32 , T. 1 S. f R. 6 E. , and 
Sec . 5, T. 2 S., R. 0 E . 
Sec . 80, T. 1 S., R. 0 E . 
Sec . 5 . T . 2 S . , R . 6 E. 
Sec . 5 . T . 2 S . ,R .O E . 
Sec . fl,T.2 S., R.O E . 
L o t s 03, 09, P l a t B, Coalvil le City 
Sec . 32 , T. 1 S., R. 0 E . 
| Sec . 20, T. 1 N. , R. 8 E . 
| Sec . 6 , T . 2 S . , R . 6 E . 
1 Sec . 9 , T . 6 N . , R . l W. 
| Sees . 4, 0, T. 5 N. , R. 1 W. 
| Sec . 8 2 , T . l N . . R . 7 E . 
| Sec . 3 1 . T . 1 N . . R . 7 E . 
Sec . 0 , T . 1 S . , R . 7 E . 
I Sec . 2 2 , T . 1 S., R.O E. 
Acres 
Irrigated 
| 4.00 
I 8.00 
i 5.80 
| 13.10 
| 10 30 
| 10.50 
| 13.00 
0.00 
| 3.30 
5.50 
| 3.80 
30.20 
1 12 00 
0.20 
9.00 
| 9.00 
| 4 00 
40 00 
110.21 | 
Supplementa l 
t o R i g h t s N o . 
852 , 802, 880 
105.00 | 
70.00 1 
82.00 
115.00 | 
! 12.00 
| 0.00 
15.10 J 
45.00 
Supplementa l 
to R i g h t N o . 770| 
| 10.00 
80.00 
18.50 | 
Supp lementa l 1 
to R i g h t N o . 100| 
10.50 | 
5.00 | 
8.00 
9.70 
82.00 1 
| Water Allotment 
In Second Feet 
Flood 
0.12 
0.20 
1 0.14 
| 0.33 
I 0.41 
| 0.20 
j 0.32 
1 0.15 
| 0.08 
0.14 
0.10 
0.70 
0.32 
0.005 
0.22 
0.22 
0.10 
1.00 
2 90 | 
2.02 | 
1.75 | 
2.05 
2.87 
0.30 
0.15 
0.88 
1.12 
1.75 
0.76 
0.40 j 
0.41 j 
0.12 1 
0.20 | 
0.24 
0.80 I 
1 HiRh 
| 0.12 
1 0.20 
| 0.14 
| 0.33 
1 0.41 
| 0.20 
I 0.32 
1 0.15 
| 0.08 
0.14 
0.10 
0.70 
0.32 
0.005 
0.22 
0 22 
0.10 
1.00 
2.90 
2.02 j 
1.76 | 
2.05 
2.87 | 
0.30 | 
0.16 | 
0.88 
1.12 
1.76 
0.76 | 
0.40 
0.41 | 
0.12 | 
0.20 
0.24 
0.80 1 
| Low 
0.06 
0.09 
| 0.00 
j 0.15 
1 0.10 
| 0.10 
j 0.13 
1 0.00 
| 0.03 
0.00 
0 04 
0.30 
REMARKS 
S e e p a g e from Stonebreaker Ditch 
| S e e p a g e W a t e r 
1 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
1 Seepage W a t e r 
1 Seepage W a t e r Ole P e t e r s e n . M. H. Blazzard, Walker 
| S p r i n g and F o r t Creek Di tches 
I S e e p a g e W a t e r 
| Seepage W a t e r r i s ing on the ground 
| Seepage W a t e r from Neel Creek. Maxwel l . M e r c h a n t and 
1 Wi lk ins Ditch 
I Seepage W a t e r from Nee l Creek 
Seepage W a t e r from Nee l Creek and S a g a Bot tom Di tch 
Seepage W a t e r from Meadow S p r i n g Creek 
Seepage W a t e r from Neel Creek and S a g e Bot tom Ditch 
0.14 | Seepage W a t e r and Roundy S p r i n g s N o s . 1, 2 
0.0021 Seepage W a t e r and T w o S p r i n g s 
0.10 
0.10 
0.04 
0.44 
1.29 
1.17 | 
0.78 | 
0.91 
1.28 | 
0.13 
0.07 | 
0.17 I 
0.60 
I 
0.77 
0.88 
0.21 | 
0.18 | 
0.00 | 
0.09 | 
0.11 j 
0.86 | 
Seepage W a t e r and T w o S p r i n g s 
Seepage W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r from S a g e Bot tom Ditch 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f rom Thorn Creek & S p r i n g R u n s 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f r o m Thorn Creek & S p r i n g R u n s 
S e e p a g e W a t e r from S e e p a g e Ditch, S p r i n g Run, Med. 
Pack S p r i n g , A l m a Wi l l iams Ditch, Smi th i e s S p r i n g 
Run, and S p r i n g R u n s and S e e p a g e Creek 
Seepage W a t e r from S e e p a g e S p r i n g s o r Crooked Creeks 
S e e p a g e W a t e r from S e e p a g e and Crooked Creeks 
Seepage W a t e r f r o m S p r i n g s , S p r i n g R u n s and r i s ing on j 
land 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f r o m S p r i n g s , S p r i n g R u n s and r i s ing on 
land 
Seepage W a t e r 
Seepage W a t e r f rom P i t t S p r i n g Creek 
Seepage W a t e r f r o m Myrick S p r i n g Creek 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f r o m S e e p a g e S p r i n g s a n d Crooked Creek 
Seepage W a t e r 
S e e p a g e w a t e r f r o m Crooked Creek and W a t e r r i s ing on 
land 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f rom Hil ls ide , Second B e a r e r D a m s N o s . 
1 & 2 , N e w B e a r e r D a m , U n n a m e d N o . 2 and Yel low 
S p r i n g s 
Seepage W a t e r f rom S e e p a g e S p r i n g 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f rom H e n i g e r D r a i n s for 5 acres 
S e e p a g e W a t e r f r o m D r a i n s on F a r m j 
Seepage W a t e r | 
S e e p a g e W a t e r | 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
Right 
No 
| 906 
| 907 
| 908 
| 909 
1 910 
| 911 
| 912 
1 913 
1 914 
915 
| 916 
| 917 
| 918 
| 919 
| 920 
| 921 
| 922 
923 
924 
926 
926 
927 
928 
929 
930 
931 
932 
933 
984 
986 
936 
937 
938 
939 
940 
941 
942 
943 
[74] 
TABULATION OF WATER RIGHTS 
SUBDIVISION SEEPAGE RIGHTS ON WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
Period of t W 
Irrigation Season 
irrigation Season 
irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Irrigation Season 
Purpose of 
Use 
1 Irrigation 
Used to Irrigate Land In 
1 Sees. 16, 21, 20, 22, 28 to 32. T. 6 
N., R. 2 W.; Sees. 6 to 8, 19, 80, 
31, T. 6 N., R. 2 W.; Sees. 11 to 
16, 22 to 26, 30, T. 6 N., R. 8 W.; 
Sees. 6, 7, 18, T. 4 N., R. 4 W.; 
Sees. 10 to 19, T. 4 N., R. 2 W. 
Acres 
Irr igated 
1403.30 
Irrigation 1 Sec. 9, T. 5 N., R. 1 W. | 7.00 
Irrigation | Sec. 4, T. 6 N., R. X W. | 10.00 
Irrigation | Sees. 1, 2, 11, T. 6 N., R. 2 W. | 36.20 
Irrigation I Sees. 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, T\ 6 N., 1 221.90 | R. 2 W^ J 
Water Allotment 
In Second Feet 
Flood 
j 36.08 
0.18 
0.26 
0.88 
6.66 
High 
36.08 
0.18 
0.26 
0.88 
6.66 
Low 
16.89 
0.08 
0.11 
0.39 
2.47 
REMARKS 
Seepage Water 
Seepage Water 
Seepage Water 
Seepage Water 
i Seepage Water 
Right 
No. 
981 
[J82 
1 088 
f984~"~ 
986 
[761 
TABULATION OF WATER RIGHTS 
SUBDIVISION SEEPAGE RIGHTS ON WEBER RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 
'oriod of line 
nation Season 
ration Season 
nation Season 
jat ion Season 
ration Season 
ration Season 
ration Season 
Purpose of 
lite 
i I rr iga t ion 
j Irr igat ion_ 
| Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
I Irr igat ion 
Used to Irrigate Land In 
Acres 
Irrigated 
\ See s . 32 , Xt, T . \ S. , It. ft K. 
Sec . 20, T . 1 S., n . 6 E . 
ration 
nation 
ration 
ration 
'at ion 
:ation_ 
at ion 
•ntion 
at ion 
ntion_ 
at ion 
at ion 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Senson 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Season 
Senson 
| Irr igat ion 
j Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
I Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
Sec . 30, T. 1 S ^ K . O E. 
Sec. 30, f . I S., ft. 0 E. 
T S C C . 30, T. I S., R.Jj_K^_ 
'
 S c c
-
 3 1
»
T
- *
 S v R ( * *'• 
Sec . 3 1 f T . 1 S., R 6 E. 
| Sec . 25 , T. 1 S., R . J M _ 
Sec . 10, T. 2 S., R . 6 E. 
1 Irr igat ion | See . 5, T . 2 S.JR. 6 E . 
Sec . B, T. 2 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 5 , T . 2 S . f R . 6 E. 
Sec . 32 , T . 1 S., R 6 E . 
Sec . 31 , T . 1 S., R . 6 K. 
Sec . 6 , T . 2 S . t R . 6 E. 
ft.ftO \ 0.W) \ 
2.00 
7.00 
12.00 
30.00 
15.00 
Water Allotment 
In Second Feet 
Flood 
0.62 
J) .05 
0.25 
0.18 
0.30 
0.75 
0.38 
1.50 | 0.04 
37.00 
48.00 
82.00 
30.00 
75.00 
5.00 
0.92 
1.20 
0.80 
0.75 
1.88 
0.12 
"ll iKh |" L o w 
~o.4in 
0.02 1 0.28 
J ) . 0 5 J j>02 
0.25 j 0.11 
0.18 
REMARKS 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
J>eepage _Wn ter 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
0.30 | 
0.75 
0.38 
0.04 
0.92 
1.20 
0.80 
0.76 
1.88 
0.12 
0.08~] S e e p a g e W a t e r 
0.13 [~Seep»ge W a t e r 
0.83 I S e e p a g e W a t e r 
0.17 
0.02 I 
S e e p a g e 
S e e p a g e 
0.41 I S e e p a g e 
W a t e r 
W a t e r 
W a t e r 
0.53 I S e e p a g e W a t e r 
0.30 
0.33 
0.83 
0.06 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
night 
No. 
" S U " 
_?45_ JM6 
j>47 
948 ~ 
949~ 
950 
Jt>L 
952 
953 
955 
956 
957 
958 
| Irr igat ion 
j Irr igat ion 
Sec . 32 , T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
Sec . 32, T. 1 S., R. 6 E . 
20.00 0.50 0.50 0.22 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
10.00 0.26 0.25 0.11 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
969 
960 
| Irr igat ion 1 Sec . 32 , T. 1 S., l ^ g j g i . 
a t i o n S c a s o n 
at ion Season 
ation_ Season 
at ion Season 
at ion Season 
at ion Season 
I Irr igat ion 
i | Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
I Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
| Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
ntion Season 
aition Season 
at ion Season 
ation Season 
J * r o g a t i o n 
Irrigat ion 
Irr igat ion 
i t ion 
i t ion 
Season 
Season 
Irr igat ion 
Irr igat ion 
i rr iga t ion 
itjon 
it ion 
i t ion 
i t ion 
i t ion 
it ion 
Season j Irr igat ion 
Season _• Irr igat ion 
Season \ Irr igat ion 
Season | Irr igat ion 
54.00 1.36 1.35 0.60 
Sees . 31 , 32 , T. 1 S.f R. 6 E. 80.00 2.00 2.00 0.89 
S e e p a g e 
S e e p a g e 
W a t e r 
W a t e r 
Sec . 36 , T . 1 S., R . 6 E . 20.00 0.50 0.50 0.22 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
Sec . 36, T . 1 S., R. 5 E . 10.00 0.25 0.25 0.11 
Sec . 23 , T . 1 S., R. 5 E . 3.00 0.08 0.08 "Oaf 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
Sec . 23 , T. 1 3 . , R . 5 E . I 29.00 0.72 0.72 
Sec . 16, T. 1 S ^ R . 5 E . 
S e e s . 10, 14, 16, 2 2 , 2» , 26 , V*t T . t 
1 S., R. 4 E . ; Sec . 2 , T. 2 S., 
R. 4 E . 
i Sees . 22 to 26, 36 , T . 3 N. , R. 8 E . | 
Sec . 26 , T . 3 N . , R . 6 E. 
27.40 0.68 0.68 
0.82 
0.30 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
200.00 6.00 6.00 2.22 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
1067.00 26.68 26.68 11.66 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
7.40 0.18 0.18 0.08 I S e e p a g e W a t e r 
Sec . 32 , T . 3 N . . R . 6 E . 
Sec . 32 , T. 3 N. , R. 6 E. f Sec . 5, T. 2 
N. t R. 5 E . 
Sec . 4 , T . 2 S . , R . 4 E . 
6.00 0.12 0.12 0.06 
64.00 1.35 1.35 0.60 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
S e e p a g e W a t e r 
2.00 0.05 0.05 0.02 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
Sees . 2 9 , 3 0 , T . l S., K. 4 E . 
Sees . 29, 30, T. 1 S., R. 4 E . 
Seca. 1 3 , 1 4 , T . 3 N. , R. 2 E . 
Sec . 22 , T . 4 N „ R. 2 E . 
Sees . 26, 27, T . 5 N. , R. 1 E . 
16.00 0.38 0.38 0.17 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
86.00 2.66 2.65 0.99 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
3.00 0.08 0.08 0.03 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
6.00 0.15 0.16 0.07 S e e p a g e W a t e r 
6.00 0.15 0.15 0.07 Seepage Water 
981 
962 
963 
965 
966 
967 
968 
969 
970 
971 
"972" 
973 
974 
975 
976 
977 
978 
Season 1 Irrigation 
Season I Irrigation 
Sees . 25 , 30, T. 6 N. , R. 2 W. 16.30 0.38 0.38 0.17 S e e p a g e W a t e r 979 
Sees . 22 , 25 to 29, 32 to 36, T . 6 N. , 
R. 2 W., Sees . 3 to 9, 20 , T» 6 N „ 
R. 2 W. 
843.80 21.08 21.08 9.87 S e e p a g e W a t e r 980 
[TBI 
